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Everett
Ewing
Fawell
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Ford
Fossella
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Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
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Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
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Hill
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Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
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Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
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Jenkins
John
Johnson (WI1)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kildee

Kim

Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
LaFalce
LaHood

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Berman
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Cardin
Carson

Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Conyers
Cooksey
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette

Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luther
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
Mclntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riggs

NOES—140

Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Frank (MA)
Furse
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
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Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce

Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise

Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kilpatrick
Kolbe
Kucinich
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Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez

Matsui Olver Snyder
McCarthy (NY) Owens Stabenow
McDermott Pastor Stark
McGovern Payne Stokes
McHale Pelosi Thompson
McKinney Rangel Thurman
Meehan Rivers Tierney
Meek (FL) Rothman Torres
Meeks (NY) Roybal-Allard Towns
Menendez Rush Velazquez
Millender- Sabo Vento

McDonald Sanders Waters
Miller (CA) Sawyer Watt (NC)
Mink Schumer Waxman
Moakley Scott Wexler
Moran (VA) Serrano Weygand
Morella Shays Woolsey
Nadler Sherman Wynn
Neal Skaggs Yates
Oberstar Slaughter
Obey Smith, Adam

NOT VOTING—6
Barr Dixon Sandlin
Bateman Gonzalez Smith (OR)
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Mr. BERRY changed his vote from
““no’’ to “‘aye.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

NATIONAL DIALOGUE ON SOCIAL
SECURITY ACT OF 1998

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 410 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 410

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 3546) to provide for
a national dialogue on Social Security and
to establish the Bipartisan Panel to Design
Long-Range Social Security Reform. The bill
shall be considered as read for amendment.
The amendment recommended by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means now printed in
the bill, modified by the amendments print-
ed in the report of the Committee on Rules
accompanying this resolution, shall be con-
sidered as adopted. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill, as
amended, and on any further amendment
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) three hours of debate on
the bill, as amended, which shall be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Ways and Means; (2) a further amendment
printed in the Congressional Record pursu-
ant to clause 6 of rule XXIII, if offered by
Representative Rangel of New York or his
designee, which shall be considered as read
and shall be separately debatable for one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent; and (3) one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FoLEY). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. D1AZ-BALART) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, | yield the
customary 30 minutes to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. SLAUGHTER), pending which | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
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During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose
of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 410 is
a modified closed rule providing for the
consideration in the House of H.R. 3546,
the National Dialogue on Social Secu-
rity Act of 1998. The purpose of this
legislation is to provide for a national
dialogue on Social Security and to es-
tablish a very important bipartisan
panel to design a long-range solution
for Social Security.

The rule provides for 3 hours of de-
bate equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means. The rule also provides for the
consideration of an amendment printed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, if of-
fered by the ranking member of the
Committee on Ways and Means, which
shall be considered as read and debat-
able for 1 hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, | welcome this discus-
sion on Social Security. | think it is an
issue of vital importance not only to
America’s seniors but to all Americans.
Social Security is not only a cherished
program, it is perhaps the most popu-
larly supported as well as vital of gov-
ernment programs.

I wish to remind my colleagues that
we are debating legislation to create a
national dialogue on this issue, but we
are not at this time proposing actual
changes in the Social Security system.
Because of this, | am of the belief that
3 hours of debate on the bill, plus 1
hour on this rule, in other words, 4
hours of debate on this issue, is more
than enough time to debate this impor-
tant issue.

This is not a controversial piece of
legislation. If the minority wishes to
amend this bill, they will have two op-
portunities to do so, as | have stated,
with an amendment which is printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD already.
And, additionally, they could attempt
to do so with a motion to recommit
with instructions.

We were given, Mr. Speaker, some
good news with Tuesday’s annual re-
port of the board of trustees of the So-
cial Security program: The board’s pro-
jection that we will have 3 more years
than originally anticipated before So-
cial Security pays out more in benefits
than it receives in payroll taxes. That
is encouraging data. However, | think
that it drives home the point that we
need to work together as a Nation on a
bipartisan basis, putting aside partisan
politics, to create a stable, a long-
term, thoughtful and effective solution
to the retirement security system in
the United States.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, | whole-
heartedly support H.R. 3546, the Na-
tional Dialogue on Social Security Act
of 1998. | congratulate the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means, the
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gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER),
for his hard work on this legislation
and urge my colleagues to support the
rule.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume, and | thank the gentleman from
Florida for yielding me the customary
30 minutes.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, this
is a modified closed rule and has 3
hours of general debate but only one
amendment; and that amendment is
only allowed if it is printed in the CoN-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

Now, | think it is ironic that a bill
that is going to begin an inclusive na-
tional discussion on changes to a core
government program should itself be
discussed under a closed exclusive rule.
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Now, some say that Ways and Means
bills are always considered under
closed rules, but this bill does not
amend the Tax Code, trade policy,
Medicare, or even Social Security
itself. It just sets up a procedure for
discussion.

Apparently its proponents believe
that this procedure is so perfect and so
delicate that to allow debate on any al-
ternatives would endanger its goals
and its very survival. That rigidity
does not bode too well for the process
that hopes to build a national consen-
sus.

Now, this bill is going to establish a
national dialogue on Social Security.
It is going to be led by two facilitators,
advised by a dialogue council composed
of 36 members. The facilitators will
conduct the dialogue through the re-
gional meetings, through the Internet,
communications, and other methods.
Now, after the two facilitators and the
36 members get through, then there
will be an eight-member bipartisan
panel coming from somewhere rec-
ommending long-term changes.

Now, | am perplexed as to why we are
taking this up because this dialogue is
already under way. It is not in such a
bureaucratic form. And one of the
things that | do not know, as a member
of the Committee on Rules that pre-
sented this rule on the floor, is what
kind of budget all these facilitators
and other people, dialogue coordina-
tors, are going to require. And it seems
a shame to do it because the American
Association of Retired Persons and the
Concord Coalition are already doing it.
They are conducting a series of forums
around the Nation to accomplish this
very goal of a national dialogue. And
the President is participating in these
forums, as are Americans in all walks
of life. So what we are doing is dupli-
cating what is already being done with
government money.

So there we are. To insist that the
Congress establish a parallel process

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

seems to be a case of simply not want-
ing to play in the President’s sandbox.
| have to agree with the administration
that this national dialogue process is
duplicative and unnecessary.

Mr. Speaker, | oppose this bill, this
rule. This bill should be considered
under an open rule with the House able
to freely amend the legislation to keep
the portions that it considers useful
and to scrap those that are not. The
Congress of the United States has been
described, as long as | have been alive,
as the greatest deliberative body on
earth, and yet the two rules that we
have put forth today have literally no
deliberation of any sort. They are sim-
ply put out for an up or down vote.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. WHITE) from our side
had asked for time to speak. | do not
see him here at this time. | saw pre-
viously the chairman from the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. We are
more than ready to commence when
the other side wishes the 3 hours of
general debate that we have incor-
porated into the rule provided by the
rule on this issue.

And as | have stated, the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER), the chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means, will be here
throughout that entire period to an-
swer any questions on the legislation
that distinguished Members from the
other side of the aisle may have.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. | yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, since we
have 3 hours debate, and it appears as
though my colleague does not have
anyone to engage in it, maybe | can
ask him some questions about the rule,
and we could notify the Members
through television.

Does this resolution that sets up this
committee, does it provide anything
about the solvency of Social Security?
Are they given directions as relates to
that?

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, as the gentleman
knows, that is not a question on the
rule, that is a question on the Commis-
sion set up by the legislation that is
brought to the floor on the rule.

If the gentleman says he has a ques-
tion on the rule, | will be glad to an-
swer it.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield further, I am
just asking does the rule give any di-
rection at all to the Commissioners
being set up in terms of the Social Se-
curity system?

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. No, the rule does
not.

Mr. RANGEL. There is no direction
as to what they study?

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Not under the
rule, no.

H2479

Mr. RANGEL. Let me ask my col-
league, what does the rule state? What
does the rule have to do with this Com-
mission?

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. The rule brings
this legislation to the floor.

Mr. RANGEL. | had really thought
that my colleagues that sit on the
Committee on Rules understood sub-
stantively what would be in the bill so
that when they bring it to the floor,
the people have a better understanding
as to whether they want the bill to
come out in the first place.

So | am asking, can my colleague dis-
cuss the bill that my colleagues are
asking us to rule on at all?

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Yes, we can cer-
tainly attempt to discuss the sub-
stantive legislation that that rule is
bringing forward.

Mr. RANGEL. Good.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. But | would not
attempt to even pretend that | am as
expert on the substantive legislation as
the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, who will be in control
of the 3 hours of debating time that we
provide under the rule for the House on
the substantive legislation.

Mr. RANGEL. | am only
about this 1 hour.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And for the gen-
tleman to understand the rule that is
bringing this legislation to the floor,
we have 1 hour.

Mr. RANGEL. But the legislation
that is coming to the floor, does it
allow for Members of Congress to be
appointed to the Commission?

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. There is cer-
tainly input from Members of Congress
to be in the process of the appointment
of the Commission. But | may say, if
the gentleman would permit, that the
Commission and this process, this proc-
ess that is created by the substantive
legislation was worked on for signifi-
cant number of time with much effort
by many members of this committee of
this House, especially members of the
committee that the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York is a member of,
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. RANGEL. So is my colleague
saying that Members of Congress
should be appointed to this Commis-
sion?

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. This Commis-
sion provides for input from the Con-
gress.

Mr. RANGEL. But, I mean, could a
Member serve on the Commission at
all?

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Members of Con-
gress may be appointed to the Commis-
sion. But as | say, | would not dare to
even pretend that | am as expert on the
process of the Commission itself as the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means or, quite frank-
ly, of anyone who, as a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means, has
been working for a long period of time
on the substantive legislation that we
bring to the floor today.

I do know that we bring it to the
floor with an hour of debate on the rule

talking
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and with 3 hours of debate on the sub-
stantive legislation. And even though I
am more than confident that the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York
is very well aware of the details of the
legislation, if the gentleman has any
questions, | know that | know the gen-
tleman knows by working day in and
day out with the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means that the
questions would be answered within
the 3 hours.

Mr. RANGEL. Well, if the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means is on the floor, there
is no question he will be able to answer
the questions that have been discussed
and debated in the full Committee on
Ways and Means.

I had thought, though, that this ex-
change might encourage people to vote
for or against the rule. But since the
gentleman would rather yield to the
chairman of the committee, then |
would thank the gentleman for this ex-
change.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Certainly. And
any other questions, | would be willing
to attempt to answer them. But the
chairman is here, and the 3 hours will
be controlled by the chairman on the
substantive measure that we brought
to the floor today.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DeFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman from New York for
yielding.

Make no mistake, there is no sub-
stantive legislation before the House of
Representatives on the issue of Social
Security today. This is our regular bi-
ennial election year dodge of a tough
issue.

We had a Commission on Social Se-
curity. They were deeply divided, but
they came up with reams of data and
alternatives and voted among them-
selves.

Any Member of Congress who sits
here today who cannot go home to his
or her constituents and tell them what
they think should be done to make So-
cial Security as a viable program for
the next century does not deserve to
sit in this body.

What we are trying to do, or what the
majority is trying to do here today is
hide their real opinions, the radical
breakup of Social Security, which we
never wanted, and privatize the propos-
als to make Wall Street rich, turn it
into 200 million IRAs, and let people
rise or fall with the stock market. God,
think of the billions of dollars in com-
mission that could be made under that
proposal.

Well, | think that is wrong. | support
a much more modest proposal. Take
the money we are stealing from Social
Security on an annual basis. Social Se-
curity will collect $80 billion more this
year than it needs to pay benefits.
That money is supposed to go in a
Trust Fund. It does not. It is being bor-
rowed and replaced by 10Us.
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Take that money and invest it in real
assets like a number of other retire-
ment programs do around the country.
Do not let Congress spend it. Do not re-
place it with 10Us. Do not let them
give it away iIn a tax cut for the
wealthy. Put that money in real in-
vestments to begin to take care of the
baby boom in the next century. That is
only one alternative, and it was one
that was put forward by the last Com-
mission.

We do not need another Commission.
But, truthfully, the White House is
dodging, too. They have got this staged
debate going on between the Concord
Coalition and AARP around the coun-
try. Who anointed those groups as the
gurus or the seers to get us to a very
difficult solution on Social Security?

It is up to this body, the United
States House of Representatives, to put
forward some solutions. Stop dodging.
Yeah, this is a tough issue, but make
our views known. Go home and cam-
paign on them. If they really believe
Americans want to destroy Social Se-
curity and set up 200 million IRAs and
roll the dice, then go home and cam-
paign on that. And I do not think I will
see them next year.

But if they have other solutions, let
those be known to their constituents.
Sponsor legislation. Introduce legisla-
tion. Go home and make their views
known to their constituents. Do not
hide behind another phoney commis-
sion so just after the election they can
try and jam through an unpopular pro-
posal which destroys the integrity of
Social Security under the guise of say-
ing, ‘“Hey, it was not my idea. The
Commission told us we had to do this,”
and it is all we have got before us.

This is a bad bill. It is a limited bill.
It is amazing to me that we are having
a debate with so little interest about a
program so vital on the floor of the
House of Representatives.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 5% minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. STARK).

(Mr. STARK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the other
side of the aisle today will present this
bill for debate to assure the public that
this Congress is working in the spirit
of our limited floor schedule on long-
term policies such as saving Social Se-
curity for our children.

I rather suspect that the children
they talk about preserving Social Se-
curity for are being used as a shield in
this debate because of a frontal assault
that Republicans have been using on so
many will not work.

It is a good idea to have a dialogue.
I think we should start opening the
dialogue with the majority leader’s re-
marks, and | quote the majority lead-
er’s remarks, in saying that Social Se-
curity ‘“‘should be phased out. Eventu-
ally we will be able to phase the gov-
ernment programs out and phase pri-
vate programs in.”’
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The Speaker’s think tank, the Pro-
gressive and Freedom Foundation, that
preserves | do not know what for all
Americans, says, ‘““There is an even
more important moral question raised
by the government’s role as chief pro-
vider in old age. It sends an un-Amer-
ican message that it is not your re-
sponsibility to take care of yourself.”
Basically, the Speaker is suggesting
that Social Security is un-American.

That is a good place to start this dia-
logue. It is time for the public, quotes
the Speaker’s think tank, to take back
from government responsibility for
their futures, including their retire-
ments.

What will we do about the hard-
working Americans who happen to be-
come disabled or those who die early
leaving their children with no means of
support? And what about the 30 percent
of Social Security beneficiaries who
are elderly women whose wages never
were at a livable level and never en-
abled them to save for their retirement
years? Let us enter into a dialogue
with that and see what my Republican
colleagues would do.

It is a long-range problem. It could
be solved with a 1 percent increase in
taxes for all time. | applaud efforts to
work on long-term solutions that
would really apply and benefit our chil-
dren, but I am cynical that this Repub-
lican leadership will do the right thing
on Social Security, even for kids.

Look at their track record. They
have repeatedly failed to face the
tough issues that threaten our children
because of their refusal to ruffle the
feathers of the rich political constitu-
encies that they serve.

Where is the Republican leadership
on providing managed care safeguards
that our children will get the health
care from HMOs that their parents
have paid for, except denial for reason-
able claims? Where is the Republican
leadership when they have realized
that 230 Members of this House support
the managed care reform bill, but the
leadership fails to bring it to this
body? Are they going to appoint a com-
mission for that?

What about global warming? That is
a long-range problem. We have not
heard a peep out of the Republicans on
that. Protecting our world environ-
ment is as crucial an effort for our
children as saving Social Security.
There may not be an environment for
these children to live in.
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What about rules to assure that Con-
gress is no longer tainted by illegal
campaign contributions? The Repub-
licans have amongst them a criminal, a
convicted criminal who has been sen-
tenced to serve in this House in the Re-
publican Party. Now, that is creative
judicial sentencing. It may be the
worst sentence that anybody has ever
been dealt in the history of the Federal
judiciary.

But what are the Republicans doing
to clean up the criminals in their own
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ranks and lead us to an improved cam-
paign finance reform? Nothing. Is that
not a long-range problem that we
ought to be concerned about? The lead-
ership says they want to preserve all
kinds of things for the future, but they
ignore them. Is this just one more issue
of benign neglect?

Are they for cutting funds, as we sit
here, for housing the poor? Yes, they
are in a proposed supplemental. Are
they refusing food stamps for legal im-
migrants? Yes, they are. Are they re-
fusing to provide the funds necessary
to enforce the Kennedy-Kassebaum
health insurance bill? They are indeed.
If there was ever an industry that
needs oversight, it is the insurance in-
dustry.

And what are they doing to look at
Prudential’s $3 billion of restitution to
its customers for fraudulent sales prac-
tices? Is it that same Prudential that
they want to take over and manage So-
cial Security under privatization? |
certainly hope not.

I surmise the leadership is up to
more of the same pattern. Their at-
tempts to preserve Social Security are
merely an attempt to dissuade the pub-
lic from our facing the tough issues of
the future. Has the responsibility and
self-reliance mantra erased any trace
of human kindness and of responsibil-
ity for the less fortunate in our soci-
ety? | think that the opening dialogue
of the Republicans says that that is
their position.

I challenge the Republicans to face
up to all the issues that affect our chil-
dren, including Social Security, and let
us work to resolve them. Let us see
this Congress produce some legislation
that does some good for the Americans
instead of deflecting the real true
issues by referring them to a commis-
sion.

My colleagues on the other side of the aisle
present this bill today for debate to assure the
public that this Congress is working—in spite
of our limited floor schedule this year—on
long-term problems such as saving Social Se-
curity for our children.

Are the children being used as a shield in
this debate because a frontal assault on So-
cial Security won't work?

As you all remember, the Speaker's com-
ments on Medicare didn't go over very well.
Who could forget the Speaker's comments
that Medicare should wither on the vine? And
the Majority Leader's remarks that Medicare
was “a program he would have no part of in
a free world.”

Let's just hope that Americans do become
involved in the Social Security debate be-
cause, left to this leadership, there would be
no Social Security program left.

The Majority Leader’s position on Social Se-
curity is clear. He's been consistent since his
first campaign for the House in 1984 in the po-
sition that Social Security “should be phased
out . . . eventually we would be able to phase
the government programs out and phase the
private programs in.”
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The Speaker’'s think tank, the Progressive
and Freedom Foundation, also promotes
some unequivocal views on Social Security.
According to a February, 1995 newsletter, the
Speaker’s foundation is advocating for the
complete and immediate elimination of Social
Security on moral grounds that it is un-Amer-
ican:

There is an even more important moral
question raised by the government’s role as
chief provider in old-age. It sends the un-
American message that is not your respon-
sibility to take care of yourself.

It is time for the public to take back from
government responsibility for their futures,
including their retirements. And public pol-
icy should encourage the historic American
virtues of hard work and frugality. Now, not
in several decades, is the time to make this
change.

What of those hard-working Americans who
happen to become disabled, or those who die
early leaving their children with no means of
support?

What about the elderly women whose
wages never were at a livable rate to enable
them to save for their retirement years?

What would become of them under the
leadership’s plan to privatize Social Security?

The leadership would have the public be-
lieve that Social Security is in perilous condi-
tion and in need of being totally redesigned.
We know better. Social Security will be solvent
through the year 2032. A payroll tax increase
of 1% could alleviate the demographic strain
that we predict for that time. But rather than
talk about this or any other option to strength-
en the program, we debate today another
commission to do the work of this Congress.
And the leadership claims it promotes this bill
for the children.

| applaud all efforts to work on long-term so-
lutions that would really benefit our children.
But | am cynical that this leadership will do the
right thing on Social Security, even for the
kids. Just look at their track record. They have
repeatedly failed to face the tough issues that
threaten our children because of their refusal
to ruffle the feathers of their political constitu-
encies to get the job done.

For example, where has this leadership
done to provide healthcare for all children.
What better example of a current need with
long-term implications for both individuals and
our economy than finding a way to cover the
45 million Americans—many millions of them
children—who have no insurance and are not
receiving the care they need. Millions of kids
have no preventive healthcare or treatment of
small problems, like ear infections, before they
grow to major problems, like hearing loss.

Is this House leadership willing to face their
NFIB supporters and the insurance industry on
that one—for the kids?

Where is this leadership on providing man-
aged care safeguards so that our children will
get the healthcare from HMOs that their par-
ents have paid for instead of denial after de-
nial for reasonable claims made? The leader-
ship is aware that 230 Members of this House
support the lead managed care reform bill but
the leadership fails to bring the measure up
for a vote because of objections from business
and the insurance lobbyists. Kids matter, but
not as much as campaign contributions.
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How about global warming? Protecting our
world environment is a critical concern for to-
day’s children and their children but is this
House leadership willing to buck their major
corporate supporters to do the right thing on
the environment? Experience tells us they
won’t—not even for our children.

What about this leadership taking action on
rules to assure this Congress is not totally
tainted by money? Isn’t preserving a clean
U.S. Congress key to assuring a “government
of the people by the people for the people” for
our children? Yet this House leadership has
made a mockery of House consideration of
campaign finance reform and has not even
censured their colleague who plead guilty to
criminal campaign violations. His sentence re-
quires that he stay in Washington so that he
can vote instead of serving time in a federal
penitentiary. What message does this send to
our kids about public service in Washington,
DC?

The leadership says they want to take this
bill up today to preserve Social Security for
our kids but they ignore our children’s need for
quality education. This leadership’s action is
not just benign neglect—they are promoting
policies right now that will hurt our children in
our emergency supplemental: cutting funds to
provide housing for poor families; refusing to
provide food stamp benefits to legal immi-
grants families; refusing to provide the funds
needed to enforce Kennedy-Kassebaum
health insurance bill which passed this House
by vote of 421 to 2. If ever there is an industry
that needs oversight, it is the insurance indus-
try. Prudential’s $3 billion restitution to its cus-
tomers for fraudulent sales practices is proof
of that!

This leadership won't even provide the
funds to pay our UN debt to work for world
peace for all children.

In light of this pattern, | surmise that what
the leadership is up to is more of the same
pattern. Their attempts to “preserve” Social
Security by establishing individual accounts
are nothing more than a gift of hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in business to Wall Street. That
even tops the $50 billion tax break for the to-
bacco companies that the leadership at-
tempted last year.

Just as the public wouldn't let them get
away with the tobacco tax break, I'm counting
on the public to see through their rhetoric this
time because the facts on Social Security are
clear: it's been a resounding success.

Although privatization of Social Security is
the topic de jour in America, we have an ex-
ample of an safety net that has worked—and
worked well—for over 60 years. We should
focus on maintaining it's solvency past 2032,
not dismantling the program.

Social Security replaces about 40 percent of
pre-retirement wages for average earner, 57
percent for low-earner and 27 percent for a
high-earner. By design, it cushions those who
have fewer resources to save. In 1996, Social
Security lifted 11.7 million elderly people out of
poverty.

Two-thirds of elderly receive most of their
income from Social Security. Without Social
Security, one-half of older Americans would
live in poverty.
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In addition to the elderly, 3.5 million non-el-
derly adults and 800,000 children were lifted
out of poverty by Social Security in 1996.

Its mandatory nature assures that all work-
ers start their retirement nest egg with their
first paycheck and increase their savings
amounts automatically as their wages in-
crease. Its social insurance component shields
families from a wage earner’s untimely death
or disability, and subsidizes the lowest paid
wage earners with the earnings of others.

Social Security works because it is more
than a savings account for individuals—it is a
commitment that our society make to its mem-
bers that there will be a safety net for workers
and their families in the event of their disability
or death during wage earnings years.

Individual accounts take care of those who
are sophisticated enough to invest their funds
well; they leave the low wage folks, the unso-
phisticated, the disabled, the widows with
young children out in the cold. Is that what
America is about?

Has the “responsibility and self-reliance”
mantra erased any trace of collective respon-
sibility for the less fortunate in our society? |
think not.

| challenge the leadership to face up to all
the issues that effect our children, including
Social Security, and to work to resolve these
issues.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER).

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | want to
thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding me this time. | am here to
talk about Social Security today. |
want to rise in support of the rule as
well as this legislation, H.R. 3546, legis-
lation which will create a national dia-
logue on Social Security, an important
effort and frankly what should be a bi-
partisan effort.

Over the last 3 years that | have had
the privilege of representing the south
side of Chicago and the south suburbs,
clearly one of the most diverse dis-
tricts in |Illinois, city, suburbs and
country, | have heard a pretty clear
message from the folks back home
when it comes to Social Security. One
of the most clear messages that | have
heard is that as we work to solve the
long-term challenges of Social Secu-
rity, we need to work in a bipartisan
way.

We also need to work to honor the
contract of Social Security, not just
for today’s seniors but for every gen-
eration, the children and grandchildren
of those who are currently collecting
Social Security, frankly people like my
mom and dad, my Aunt Mary, my Aunt
Eileen, my Uncle Jack, my Uncle Bob,
their wives and families. Social Secu-
rity is pretty important. Frankly, it is
going to require a team effort and a bi-
partisan effort.

Just a few weeks ago, a few of us par-
ticipated in a national dialogue with
President Clinton in a bipartisan effort
to solve the challenges facing Social
Security. The President hosted a town
meeting in Kansas City and he asked
five of us to participate in a satellite
hookup with town meetings back in
our own districts.
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There was a very clear message at
the South Holland home for retirees in
South Holland, Illinois, in the south
suburbs of Chicago. Three hundred sen-
iors were gathered there. They were
thrilled that they were going to have
an opportunity to communicate di-
rectly with the President of the United
States, even though he was not there
personally, it was via a satellite hook-
up. But they had a pretty clear mes-
sage when it came to Social Security.

They said, ‘““Number one is, Mr.
President, let’s keep the politics out of
Social Security. If we’re going to solve
Social Security’s challenges, Repub-
licans and Democrats need to work to-
gether. For those who wish to dema-
gogue and those who wish to play poli-
tics, just tell them to be quiet and
work together and to work in a biparti-
san way. Because Social Security is
not a Democrat program, it is not a
Republican program. Social Security
belongs to the folks back home, the
people who pay the bills and work
hard. We want Social Security solved
in a bipartisan way.”’

One other very clear point that the
seniors at the Holland home in South
Holland, Illinois also made when we
communicated with the President in
our bipartisan dialogue on the future of
Social Security is that the seniors
refuse to support a tax increase on
their children and grandchildren to
save Social Security. Clearly that was
a loud message: No more taxes on their
children, no more taxes on working
Americans to fix Social Security. Let
us do a better job of managing the pro-
gram, because there is a lot out there,
and we can do a better job.

That is why this legislation is so im-
portant. We are putting in place in the
statutes a mechanism, a bipartisan
commission made up equally of Repub-
licans, equally of Democrats, which
will help solve the problem.

In closing, | just want to say this leg-
islation is so important because this
legislation to establish a national dia-
logue on Social Security lays out the
basic rules: Solving Social Security
must be a bipartisan effort. Repub-
licans and Democrats should work to-
gether.

Every American should be part of
this dialogue. Every American has so
much at stake. Every American should
be part of the process. Let us keep the
politics out of Social Security. Let us
pass this rule. Let us pass this legisla-
tion.

Let me close by saluting the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
BUNNING) for their good work in keep-
ing this a bipartisan effort.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, if |
could just take a second to talk about
taking politics out. Only two of these
eight Members are going to be ap-
pointed by Democrats.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from North Dakota (Mr.
POMEROY).

Mr. POMEROQOY. Mr. Speaker, let me
begin by saying | agree with a great
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deal of what the gentleman from Illi-
nois just said, particularly that we
need a bipartisan approach as we tack-
le this most important of issues to the
people we represent across the country.

That is why | am forced to rise
against the rule. In fact, having a
closed rule that shuts out the minor-
ity, or for that matter Members of the
majority, from offering an amendment
that might make the process even bet-
ter than proposed is itself a partisan
majority heavy-handed tactic that un-
fortunately has this debate unfold
today in perhaps a less constructive
way than might otherwise have been
the course.

We are already in a national debate
on Social Security. | think already we
have clearly identified the core com-
mitments in the program that have to
be continued no matter what: The sur-
vivor benefit, so that in the untimely
death of a breadwinner there continues
to be Social Security support for the
spouse and children. The disability
benefit, so that if you get incapaci-
tated and cannot work, you will have
income, you will be able to live. And,
thirdly, the retirement benefit that
will pay on an absolutely guaranteed
dependable basis just as long as you
may live. Those core assurances are in
the program, are what make this pro-
gram our greatest program, and they
must remain no matter what.

The President, | think, has done us a
lot of good in kicking off this national
period of discussion on Social Security.
He has had the first meeting, as was
mentioned, in Kansas City just a few
weeks ago.

One amendment that | would have of-
fered to the bill regarding the commis-
sion advanced by the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means is its
report date. It reports in February of
1999. It slows up the ability of the next
Congress, in my opinion, to get at the
Social Security issue in a constructive,
bipartisan way. | wish we could debate
that date, that reporting date this
afternoon. Under the closed rule, we
will not be able to.

One thing that will come out late in
the debate on the bill that | think will
add significant value to this legislation
is offered in the motion to recommit
opportunity that | will be offering.
This motion to recommit will ensure
that every penny of surplus is held
until comprehensive resolution of the
Social Security reforms is completed.
The President said it first and he said
it best when he said save Social Secu-
rity first relative to the surplus. |
think it is imperative that the House,
every Member of the House, goes on
record this afternoon in pledging their
commitment that all of the surplus is
held to save Social Security first. That
will be the motion to recommit | will
be offering later.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. Just a point of clarification
based on the statement made by the
distinguished gentlewoman from New
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York when she pointed out, she stated
that there was a difference in amounts
of Republicans and Democrats on this
panel.

If we look at section 203 of the legis-
lation, it states four shall be appointed
by the Speaker of the House and the
majority leader of the Senate, two by
the President and two by the minority
in the House and in the Senate. So it is
four and four. | just wanted to point
that out.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 7 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KASICH).

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, | have not
had an opportunity to hear all of the
debate, but for those who think that we
are on the verge of being able to deal
meaningfully with Social Security, I
think some of the comments that have
been made down here on the House
floor by a couple of folks who were
being very partisan really brings to
mind, for the people in this House who
are watching this debate, the difficulty
in at the end of the day being able to
solve some of the biggest problems we
have with Social Security.

The purpose of this commission
which the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. BUNNING), and | want to praise
him for his leadership, he has been
working on this a long time, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) who
obviously has great interest in Social
Security and addressed it as long as, |
think, 10 or 15 years ago, back when he
was young, and | want to thank the
two of them for allowing me to be part
of this effort to create this commis-
sion, it is designed to do one thing, and
that is to inform the public about what
the circumstances are on Social Secu-
rity.

My wife and | were on vacation, |
guess it was about 2 weeks ago. We
were down in Naples, Florida, and I
picked up a newspaper. We had had all
this talk about all the different plans
that had been laid out on Social Secu-
rity, and the poll that was in the news-
paper in Naples, Florida, indicated only
about 15 percent of our senior citizens
knew that there was even any discus-
sion about Social Security. | think it is
very positive that a number of Mem-
bers of both the House and the Senate
have agreed to discuss this issue, but
that is like discussing it in a vacuum
until we are able to engage the entire
country.

Now, the young people of this coun-
try are very sensitive about us getting
something done. | would urge them for
the 500 millionth time to go to the
polls and vote, so that when you have
an opinion, someone will pay attention
to you. | would say to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), there has
been some constant mantra of which |
have been part that says there are
more young people who believe in see-
ing a UFO than a Social Security
check. | said, “That’s right, but there
are probably more Martians who will
land on Earth than young people who
will vote.” That is why young people
much of the time are not listened to.
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I want to praise the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and
all the people who have engaged in this
discussion on behalf of the younger
generation who believe that they will
not get anything.

In terms of our senior citizens, we
have to recognize the fact that there
are many senior citizens who have
come to depend on Social Security as
necessary for their well-being, and the
message we want to deliver to our sen-
iors today is, ‘“We are going to live up
to our word, you will be protected,”
and those closest to Social Security
will be.

But if we get to the nub of the prob-
lem, it is actually fairly simple. We
have a lot of people who are getting
benefits and who are about to get bene-
fits, but we have even more people who
are working in order to pay those bene-
fits. Some people argue that what we
ought to do is to allow people to take
some of their payments off the table.

The issue is, if the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART) de-
cides to take his money off the table
and put it in a savings account for him-
self, how does his mother get her pay-
ments? See, that is the trick. The trick
is how do you do the transition to
making sure that Mom and Dad get
their benefits and those who are close
to getting their benefits get theirs,
while at the same time making sure
that the gentleman from Florida is
going to be able to have his benefits?

Now, here is the other rub. Lincoln
needs to get his benefits, and there are
a lot of Lincolns. | am in his category.
I am a baby boomer. | am going to re-
tire, Lincoln is going to retire, all the
baby boomers up here; the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. NEUMANN) is going
to retire. There are a whole heck of a
lot of us but there are not as many
young people to be able to support us.

So the answer is, we have got to fig-
ure out a way so the gentleman from
Florida and the gentleman from Wis-
consin and the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KasicH) can get their benefits by
earning more on our payments, on our
investments. We have got to be able to
earn more, because we cannot tell our
kids to work around the clock to give
us our program.

O 1530

So we are going to have to change
Social Security, not privatize it. We do
not want anybody going their own way.
There is going to be some basic pro-
gram, but we clearly want to give peo-
ple more control over their own re-
sources.

Now | have a program that we can
get started this year, and it would di-
vide up the surplus so that every Amer-
ican who currently pays Social Secu-
rity taxes would get a piece of that sur-
plus and that we could invest it the
same way Federal employees do. It
would be separate, it would be removed
from Social Security but will do a cou-
ple of things: would make us com-
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fortable with the notion that being
able to be in investments like Federal
employees are means we will be able to
have higher earnings; secondly, it will
make us more comfortable with this
change; thirdly, it will protect our sen-
ior citizens; and, fourthly, really it will
keep the politicians from spending the
surplus. We ought to do this now, but
in light of all the controversy we got to
be talking across America. Everybody
has to understand what is at stake.

Mr. Speaker, do my colleagues know
the wonderful thing about the public?
And this is not rhetoric, | believe it.
The people of our country are the most
selfless people on the face of the earth,
and once they understand the chal-
lenge they are willing to dig in and
confront whatever concerns they have
and resolve things for the best inter-
ests of America.

And no one generation wants to take
from another. In fact, in this debate we
could have a win-win-win. If the budget
surplus can continue to grow, if the
economy can continue to be strong, to
a large degree we may be able to solve
that transition problem without any
root canal. We do not know yet.

So that is why we need, however, to
enter into discussions. We need to
enter into discussions with all Ameri-
cans so that every single American
who breathes air, who is at one time or
another in their life going to be either
paying into Social Security or getting
out of Social Security, understands ex-
actly what the deal is so that we as a
Nation can move together.

Social Security is very unique. It is
like the flag. It is like apple pie. It is
a piece and part of America. We need to
move it into the 21st century by giving
people more control but, at the same
time, reassuring everyone that the sys-
tem will be there, that it will be sound
and that we will have the courage to
make the long-term update to improve
it, to enhance it so that every Amer-
ican can be secure in their senior
years.

Mr. Speaker, | think this is a great
piece of legislation to pass. It should
not be a Republican-Democrat fight. It
is an effort to try to move all America
forward together.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. WISE).

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I am not
sure how | feel about this dialogue
commission, to be honest with my col-
leagues. We want a dialogue that will
be great, will network, will interact,
all the other buzz words. Clearly, it is
important to have discussions taking
place about Social Security.

The first premise ought to be Social
Security and Medicare are to be pro-
tected at all costs and that we are
going to guarantee that Social Secu-
rity is going to continue to be there.
Certainly a program where two-thirds
of the beneficiaries report that it is
their bulk of their retirement income
is vital to this country.

But this discussion also is important,
yes, for senior citizens who are covered



H2484

by Social Security, and, yes, for the
workers who are paying into Social Se-
curity so that Social Security will be
there when they in turn retire, but it is
important for young people as well. Be-
cause Social Security is how young
people keep their independence because
they do not have to take care of their
parents and their grandparents like
they did 75 and 100 years ago. Social
Security and Medicare do that.

So | hope that this looks at all the
options, but | hope in this 3-hour dis-
cussion we are about to have that some
of my colleagues in the Republican
leadership could answer some questions
for me. Because the commission is im-
portant, but, as | recall, the commis-
sion has a report date of some time in
1999, and yet | just heard the chairman
of the Committee on the Budget, a very
powerful person in the leadership, talk
about bringing a bill. He would like to
bring something to the floor this year.
And | have heard others in the Repub-
lican leadership talk about bringing
proposals to the floor this year.

Well, certainly in a program that is
as vital as Social Security | would hope
that we are going to truly study this,
rather than rush something through in
a session that is to last 40 days and will
greatly impact millions of beneficiaries
both today and in the future.

I look at the privatization proposals.
Sounds attractive. | love to be able to
make sure that we could continue in-
vesting in equities and have it grow at
the present rate.

But look at what the Social Security
Commission previously reported. One
of these proposals will cost $2 trillion,
$2 trillion to cover transition costs as
we pay off present beneficiaries, as we
guarantee benefits will be there at
some scales, some level for future bene-
ficiaries, $2 trillion added to the deficit
at a time we have a surplus.

That is why | happen to believe that
certainly during the lifetime of this
dialogue commission that what we
have got going is that we support what
President Clinton said, put the budget
surplus into Social Security and we
save Social Security first.

I do hope that some will come to the
floor and ease my mind on what the
legislative schedule is going to be on
Social Security this year. All of us
want to work on Social Security in a
responsible way, but | do not want to
be seeing this Congress trying to pass
something, particularly trying to pass
something before its own commission
that it created comes back. What is the
purpose? What is the point?

So, Mr. Speaker, that is something |
think we ought to be looking at.

In terms of privatization, there are a
number of questions that have to be
asked. Hopefully, this can begin that
process.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2% minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from  California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, |
think this is a healthy dialogue that
we have here today.
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As my colleagues know, the very
first time | heard of Social Security
problems was when | first came in Con-
gress. A group came to me and said,
‘“Hey, Duke, do you know anything
about the notch?”” And everybody that
is in this body knows about the notch
babies and the problems that it has
precluded for most of us.

Also, | do not believe that Social Se-
curity was ever meant to be a retire-
ment system, but for many people, and
not so many in my district as we have
in other districts, but many of them,
especially in our lower income, Social
Security is all they have, and | think it
would be healthy to look at a dialogue
in which we enable people to have more
than Social Security.

I thought it was wrong in 1993 when
the President increased the tax on So-
cial Security because | think we do
things backward in this country. |
think we tax annuities for savings. |
think we ought to give an incentive for
taxing annuities, for, excuse me, for
saving for our chronologically gifted
years and one’s time.

We tax work. | think we should not
tax work, but we ought to give incen-
tive to work.

But if we look, we ought to have a
national dialogue in which we can
allow people to plan not only for retire-
ment, to protect the Social Security.
And the first thing we did is say, ‘“‘Keep
your hands off the Social Security
Trust Fund. Because any time you run
in a deficit, then you have to put an
IOU into that account and draw it
back. And the only way you can ever
replace it is when you have a surplus
like we may have coming up, which
really isn’t a surplus because we use
those accounts to balance the budget,”
and that is wrong, too, | think.

But, yes, we ought to save Social Se-
curity and protect it as it is, but the
dialog should be, how can we make it
better?

With the gift of compound interest,
instead of ending up with one’s invest-
ment of, say, like $175,000, one can end
up with almost a million dollars. They
can draw $60,000 a year just on the in-
terest. | mean, that is worth. And | am
not saying that is the way to do it, but
is that not worth a dialogue with our
chronologically gifted folks, with the
baby boomers and with the pre-baby
boomers to see if we can give them
more than just what we have given? It
is not enough, and too many people are
on a fixed income.

I thank my colleagues for engaging
in the dialogue and on the issue.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. HEFNER).

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, as one
that is going to leave this place short-
ly, | certainly hope that we find some
way to shore up Social Security. But |
would like to not correct one thing but
make a comment about what my col-
league from California said, about in
1993 when we passed a budget and we
added some tax we counted 85 percent
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of Social Security, but it was just for a
certain group. And | would remind the
gentleman it was Ronald Reagan who
had it at 50 percent, so that everybody
has a little bit culpability there. But I
think we ought to be very careful when
we start talking about Social Security.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEFNER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, |
think it is wrong for either President
to increase, and my whole point is let
us not tax annuities in savings, let us
give incentive.

Mr. HEFNER. Okay. Is that all?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Yes.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, we better
be very careful in Social Security. Now
we are talking about people’s Social
Security being taxed.

Now the people in my district, the
majority of them that count on Social
Security are not people that pay any
tax. These are people that worked in
textile mills for 40 or 50 years and their
husband and wife worked for 40 years
and retired on $18 a month pension
from their jobs. So they have to count,
absolutely count, on Social Security
and Medicare for their survival. That is
the reason they get so upset.

Now | do not have any problems with
talking about something to make,
where people can make an investment
in a private account of whatever, but
we do not talk about Social Security as
it really is. And at my age | have peo-
ple in my district and relatives that
when their families had a catastrophe
in their early lives and they had small
children and one of the spouses had no
skills, could not work, Social Security
comes in and they get some benefits
until these Kkids finish school. That is
an insurance policy.

Nobody ever talks much about the
benefits of Social Security, and people
could not go out and buy that protec-
tion for what they pay into Social Se-
curity, and that is what it was set up
for.

So before we start fiddling too much
in privatization of Social Security, we
better be sure what we are doing. Be-
cause there is an awful lot of people,
some 40 million people out there, sen-
ior citizens, that enjoy some independ-
ence because of Social Security and
Medicare, and it would be an absolute
travesty for us to do anything that
causes them any more turmoil in their
life.

I think Social Security was one of
the greatest things that we have ever
established in this country. And the
Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget talked about a budget surplus,
and | would just remind the House that
in 1993 we passed, without a single Re-
publican vote, a package adding such
people as Mr. Greenspan, certainly not
a liberal economist, and people have
given credit for that, for this economy
staying on track for all these years and
for interest rates to be low, that enable
us to get to this balanced budget and
to have a surplus.
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But, in my view, when we owe $2 or $3
or $4 trillion, we do not have a surplus,
and it does not take but just a small
downturn in this economy for this so-
called surplus to turn into a real defi-
cit again.

So we best be very careful what we
do and how we proceed on Social Secu-
rity, because it is so violent to all of
our forefathers.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman for yielding
this time to me.

I hope everybody might be as excited
as | am about moving ahead with a so-
lution to Social Security. | introduced
my first Social Security bill when I ar-
rived in 1993 and then three years ago
in the 104th session and again last year
I introduced H.R. 3082 and H.R. 3560,
the only bills, by the way, that have
been scored by the Social Security Ad-
ministration to keep Social Security
solvent for the next 75 years.

It seems to me that, as we develop a
national dialogue, as we inform the
American people of what the situation
is, there are about four or five things
that we need as our guidelines: number
one, the solution needs to be biparti-
san; number two, we keep every pos-
sible solution on the table so that we
can evaluate all of them. No. 3, that we
do not reduce the benefit for current or
near term retirees. Four, that any pro-
posal for investment contain a ‘‘safety
net” of guaranteed minimum benefits.
And finally, that we do not play poli-
tics with this important issue. The
danger that | see in an election year is
the demagoguing of particular solu-
tion.
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I will fight the demagoguing of solu-
tions by Republicans or Democrats.
Let us keep everything on the table as
we develop this national dialogue over
the next ten months.

Mr. Speaker, | have given over 200
speeches in my district, around the
State of Michigan and around the
country on Social Security. | still find
many people that believe if Congress
would keep their hands out of the So-
cial Security Trust Fund, that every-
thing would be okay.

In that Trust Fund is about $600 bil-
lion; $600 billion in relation to what we
spend every year on Social Security
would last about a year and 7 months.
Even so, we have to make sure that we
pay it back; and we stop using the
extra money coming in to the Trust
Fund to mask the deficit.

Let us save all the unified budget
surplus for Social Security. But again
the actuaries at Social Security today
estimated that using all of the sur-
pluses for the next eighteen vyears
would solve less than 20% of the prob-
lem. Social Security solvency is a very
serious problem with an estimated ac-
tuarial debt or unfunded mandate of $3
trillion.
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Mr. Speaker, | am excited about the
fact that we are going to bring this
issue to light talking about facts not
fiction. Current and future retirees de-
serve our honesty.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, each time we return to
our respective districts, | think there
is one consistent question that is
raised by young and old alike, and that
is, what is going on with Social Secu-
rity. In fact, at a recent meeting with
my retired teachers, they not only
asked what is going on with Social Se-
curity, but because they are peculiarly
in a State like Texas, they were con-
cerned about not getting Social Secu-
rity because of the unique teacher re-
tirement system.

They also asked about PSAs, per-
sonal savings accounts, and | frankly
told them that the one thing that |
would be concerned about any sort of
program that would siphon off dollars
is for those seniors who depend solely
upon Social Security. | think this par-
ticular chart that says Social Security
is the most important source of income
from the elderly shows that of any
other source, 40 percent of the elderly’s
income, our moms and dads, is from
Social Security.

So certainly today’s discussion is im-
portant. 1 do not think, however, a
closed rule is the right direction to go,
because yes, we have 3 hours, but | do
not think we have the openness for op-
portunity for different approaches to
this particular legislation.

It is clearly true that the board of
trustees for Social Security has pro-
jected that on an average over the next
75 years, its expenditure will exceed in-
come by 17 percent. However, we have
just gotten a bit of good news because
we now know that it will be solvent
until 2032. But Social Security is im-
portant, and although the President
has already gone forward with the be-
ginnings of a dialogue that he an-
nounced in Kansas City, | think it is
important that Congress join it.

But let it be said that the President
has already started this process of dia-
logue. It is important, however, that
we not use this legislation to bicker
and to generate confusion, because
what we need most of all is the coming
together of a variety of points. The
previous speaker already indicated how
many legislative initiatives he has of-
fered. How many other Members can
rise on the floor of the House and talk
about efforts that they have engaged in
to save Social Security? There will
come a point where we will not have to
or cannot stand any more making ef-
forts to save Social Security, we will
actually have to start saving Social Se-
curity. When we hit a crisis and 40 per-
cent of our senior citizen population no
longer has the income to survive, then
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we will realize that talk was truly
cheap.

On the personal savings account, | do
not think we should start fixing Social
Security until we know what the prob-
lems are with Social Security, other
than the fact that it is moving toward
insolvency. | do not know if PSAs are
the way. Certainly many are inquiring
about PSAs, but if it cripples the So-
cial Security system, then that is not
the way to go.

The Social Security system, when it
started, was a curious vehicle. We have
found, however, that it has been the
saving source of keeping many of our
senior citizens away from the brink of
poverty. Therefore, we must look at it
as the sacredness that it is. | believe
that these discussions can go forward if
they go forward collaboratively and co-
operatively, because all of us will be
challenged to save Social Security for
America.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to make comment on
H.R. 3546, a bill that would begin a National
Dialogue on Social Security. The need for a
dialogue is evidenced by the fact that the
Board of Trustees for the Social Security has
projected that on average over the next 75
years its expenditures will exceed its income
by 17% and that by 2032 its trust funds will be
depleted.

Because of this projected shortfall it is im-
portant that this Congress and this Administra-
tion does all that they can to prepare this gov-
ernment to meet the challenge of providing re-
tirement benefits to seniors in the next cen-
tury.

We know that the projected income rates for
the Old Age, Survivors and Disability Insur-
ance Social Security “trust funds” will be
13.33 percent with a projected cost to the So-
cial Security Trust Funds of 15.52 percent
leaving a 2.19 percent shortfall over the next
75 years.

This bill creates an eight-member bipartisan
panel to recommend long-range changes to
keep Social Security from going bankrupt, and
directs the president and Congress to convene
a national dialogue on the future of Social Se-
curity with help from members of private public
interest groups.

There are those who say that there is no
need to face the issue now, given the uncer-
tainty of long-range forecasting. While others
believe that the longer corrective action is de-
layed, the more drastic it will need to be. Al-
though the 1996 Social Security Advisory
Council, which issued a report on how to deal
with the problem, was unable to agree on a
specific plan, one of the issues its members
did agree upon was that the sooner action
was taken the better.

There are some concerns with the approach
in this bill. This bill has the potential of dupli-
cating the current national discussion about
the future of Social Security which the Presi-
dent began in Kansas City and will continue
through the end of 1998. This puts the proc-
ess set up in the bill in competition with the
process already underway.

What we do today may aid in the long term
solvency of Social Security, but we must act in
a timely and thoughtful manner. The bill di-
rects that the House Speaker and the Senate
Majority Leader would appoint four members
of the commission while two will be appointed
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by the president, and two by the House and
Senate Minority Leaders. The bill requires the
commission to report its legislative and admin-
istrative recommendations to Congress and
the White House by February 1, 1999.

This bill has the potential of involving each
Congressional District represented in this
body. The bill requires each member of the
Congress, “to the extent practicable,” to de-
velop, with grassroots organizations and other
constituency groups within the member’s dis-
trict, ongoing systems of communication
through the Internet and other electronic capa-
bilities to assure the widest possible degree of
receipt of public opinion.

| look forward to our continuing this dialogue
on Social Security.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
would inquire as to the time remaining
on both sides of the aisle.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART) has 5% min-
utes remaining, and the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) has 6
minutes remaining.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
WHITE).

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, it was not too long ago
that those of us here in this House were
laboring under what I would like to say
was a little bit of an illusion. There
was a time when we thought it was
really our job to solve all of the prob-
lems that were facing our Nation. Per-
haps even worse, we thought we knew
how to solve all the problems facing
our Nation, and that if we just came up
with the solution and got the votes for
it, all of those problems will be solved.
And | dare say, there are some people
in this House who still believe that
today.

But the fact is what this bill is about
is a totally different approach, because
what this bill is designed to do is to
create the largest public debate in our
Nation’s history about how we should
handle a particular problem. It is not
designed for Washington, D.C., to teach
everybody else what to do, it is de-
signed for Washington, D.C., to learn in
as many ways as we can what the peo-
ple around the country think and what
solutions they might have in mind for
us for ways to fix this problem. It is a
much different approach, it is a much
better approach, and if we take it seri-
ously, we will come up with a much
better solution to our country’s prob-
lems.

One of the things I am particularly
pleased about in this bill is that it uses
some new tools that we have not had in
the past that are now at our disposal to
find out what people think and what
people know about some of these prob-
lems. Let me just go through a few of
these, because | think probably even
some of our fellow Members are not
aware of them.

Number one, we are going to create a
national Web site for every citizen with
access to a computer can then hook
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into this Web site and learn a lot of dif-
ferent things. One of the things that
they will be able to do is to put their
Social Security number or some finan-
cial information in a little interactive
program and find out what their own
personal retirement situation will look
like under various proposals that we
are adopting. They would be able to
figure out how much they would have
under the current Social Security sys-
tem. They would be able to figure out
how much they would have under com-
peting proposals, about how different
things would work. They will be able to
gain a much better understanding
about the issues that we are talking
about than they would in any other
way. | think that is a positive thing.

A couple of the other tools that we
are going to have available at our dis-
posal, we will have the ability to have
moderated chat rooms so people can
participate by computer in discussions
of these issues. We will have a national
town hall meeting on one or more occa-
sions where people can tie in by modem
and have a discussion of the issues. We
will have an ability for them to go
through an exercise on their computer
so they can see what the impact on the
Federal budget would be of taking one
approach or another. So | think there
are lots of things that we are going to
learn from this process.

Personally, Mr. Speaker, | am very
pleased at the process that this bill
proposes. | think if we take it seri-
ously, if we are open to it, if we really
do listen to what the American people
tell us about this process, we will come
up with a much better solution than we
otherwise would have had.

So | congratulate the authors of this
bill on putting this together, and | urge
the House to pass it, and the rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, Social
Security is such a critically important
program to every American that it
ought to be examined from time to
time, and we periodically ought to do
whatever may be necessary to
strengthen it to make sure that it con-
tinues to last.

This Democratic program, the inven-
tion of Franklin Roosevelt, has served
several generations of Americans ex-
tremely well, and it will continue to do
so so long as we nourish the economic
conditions that are necessary to sus-
tain it.

We learned something very impor-
tant about Social Security just today.
We learned that Social Security is di-
rectly tied to the national economy.
When the economy is growing and
doing well, when it is growing at a rate
of 2% percent or greater, Social Secu-
rity does well. When we tighten up the
economy in the ways that the Federal
R